REMARKS 



Claims 11 - 1 5, 46, 53 - 57 and 71 - 74 are pending. All other claims are 
canceled with without prejudice or waiver to re-file in a separate application. 

The rejections are addressed below in detail. Based on the amendments and 
arguments presented Applicant respectfully submits that the case should be in condition 
for allowance. 

Response to 35 USC 101 rejection for claims 11-15 and 46 

The Examiner's concern regarding non-statutory subject matter has been 
addressed in the claims, and the rejection is thus believed to be moot at this time. To 
wit, the claims are now consistent with the directives of such cases as In re Beauregard , 
53 F.3d 1583 (Fed. Cir. 1995). Should the Examiner believe there is a more 
appropriate formulation for such claims to obviate this rejection, he is invited to contact 
the undersigned. 

Response to Double Patenting Rejection for claims 11. 12. 15. 53. 54 and 57 

A terminal disclaimer has been filed to overcome the double patenting rejection 
in light of prior issued US Patent No. 6,633,846. 

Response to Rejection under 102(e) in light of Bennett '977 patent 

The Examiner rejected the claims based on anticipation by Applicant's related 
US Patent No. 7,050,977. The filing date (November 12, 1999) of the '977 patent, 
however is the same as the filing date of the parent application (serial no. 09/435,145) 
which the present application claims priority to as a continuation. Thus the present 
application - while filed on October 1 0, 2003 - has claims which are supported by the 
'145 application. Since the '145 application has a priority date egual to the '977 patent 
the latter certainly cannot be prior art. 

Note that since no other rejection is made of record for claims 15 and 57 
Applicant submits that such claims should be independently confirmed as patentable. 
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Response to Rejection of Claims 11 - 13, 46 and 53 - 55 under 103(a) in light of 
Barclay et al. taken with Hoory et al. 

The remaining rejection of the claims is based on the above references. To 
address such rejection the Applicant has amended claim 1 to recite that the 
communications channel is configured so that grammar related information is sent to 
the second processing routine executing on the server computing system for identifying 
a grammar to be used for recognition of said one or more words and said sentences. 
Thus the client system and server system cooperate in the use of an appropriate 
grammar to be used for the recognition process. Support for this amendment can be 
found at pp. 36 - 37, and with reference to the discussion in the specification 
concerning FIGs. 4A (Chapter, Course, Selection information) FIG. 5 (Communications 
Block 500A). 

Claim 53 is similarly amended. Neither Barclay et al nor the remaining 
references disclose or suggest such type of combination as set out claim 1 , and on this 
basis reconsideration is requested for the rejection of such claims. 

Response to rejection of claims 14 and 56 under §1 12 (IT 1 ) based on "Connection-bv- 
Connection Basis" language 

On page 3 of the Office Action the Examiner states that the specification 
discloses optimizing computation of MFCC coefficients on a case-by-case basis, and on 
a system-by-system basis, but not on a connection-by-connection basis. On this basis 
the Examiner has rejected claims 14 and 56 containing such language. Applicant 
believes that this issue should be addressed herein since this rejection has been raised 
before and not resolved to finality. 

As an initial matter, Applicant is re-submitting the declaration of Dr. Melvyn in 
support of the present Amendment as Exhibit 1 hereto (minus non-critical exhibits). This 
declaration was originally submitted in related application no. 1 1/030,864. Since the 
connection-by-connection limitation was at issue in those proceedings Applicant 
believes it is germane to the present case as well - see pp. 5 - 7. Since the present 
Examiner also handled those proceedings Applicant is also incorporating by reference 
the arguments and discussions in such proceeding. 
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Fundamentally the Applicant is puzzled by the Examiner's rejection, since the 
term "connection" and related words such as "session" are used extensively throughout 
the specification. The drawings are also replete with references to the connections 
made between client and server systems, including during TCP/IP type sessions, 
wireless data sessions, etc. 

Basically speaking the disclosure shows: 

• Setting up a connection (see FIGs. 2A and 2D) and related discussion 
showing how a connection and session are set up; see disclosure page 
33, II. 26-30. 

• Conducting a speech session (See FIG. 3 and page 27, II. 28+) During the 
session the preferred embodiment supports speech processing on either 
or both of the client and server computing systems as set out in numerous 
areas. See e.g., page 42 among other places. 

• Terminating the connection : (See FIG. 2C, FIG. 4 and related discussion, 
in which the connection is terminated, resources are de-allocated/ un- 
initialized, etc.), pp. 31 -32. 

The term "connection" and related concepts are well set out in the disclosure. 
Thus Applicant is truly baffled as to any lingering concerns the Examiner has that the 
disclosure does not describe a connection-by-connection embodiment. There does not 
seem to be any dispute that the specification is very detailed on how the connections 
are set up and then un-initialized for each speech session. In other words, if person A 
sets up a connection with a particular client device, the distribution of speech 
processing functions is set up in accordance with the capabilities of that device - for 
that first connection. At the same time, if person B sets up a connection with a different 
client device, the distribution of speech processing functions is set up in accordance 
with the capabilities of that separate device - for that second connection. 

Given this express disclosure, which shows that the computations can be done 
differently for different connections, Applicant submits that a written description rejection 
is plainly not supportable. Consequently, reconsideration is respectfully requested. 
Again, given that no other rejection is made concerning claims 14 and 53, these claims 
should be confirmed as being patentable over the prior art. 
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New claims 71 - 74 

New claims 71 - 74 depend from claims 11 and 53 respectively. Support for such 
claims can be found at among other places pp. 28 - 29 (claims 71 , 73) and pp. 29 - 30 
(claims 72, 74). These claims define other narrower embodiments which further define 
over the references of record. 

Conclusion 

The prior art, arguments and rejections cited by the Examiner have been 
carefully considered by the Applicants, and addressed in detail for each of the pending 
claims. Applicants submit that the pending claims should be allowable, in light of the 
explanations and amendments presented. 

No additional filing fees are believed to be due for the new claims presented (4 
dependent claims) given that the Applicants voluntarily canceled a large number of 
claims based on the Examiner's restriction requirement. A petition and fee for a one 
month extension of time is also enclosed, as well as a terminal disclaimer. Please 
charge any fees due to deposit account no. 501-244. 

Should the Examiner wish to discuss any aspect of the present case in person, 
the undersigned is available at any convenient time for a telephone conference (510) 
540 - 6300. 



August 3, 2007 
2030 Addison Street 
Suite 610 

Berkeley, CA 94704 
(510) 540-6300 
(510) 540 -6315 (fax) 



Respectfully submitted, 




J. Nicholas Gross 
Registration No. 34,175 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 
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